In Sex, Madonna has her wits, if not her clothes, about her. The scandal of Sex is the scandal of S/M: the provocative confession that the edicts of power are reversible. So the critics bay for her blood: a woman who takes sex and money into her own hands must-sooner or later-bare her breast to the knife. But with the utmost artifice and levity, Madonna refuses to imitate tragedy. Taking sex into the street, and money into the bedroom, she flagrantly violates the sacramental edicts of private and public, and stages sexual commerce as a theater of transformation.
self-consciously against nature, not in the sense that it violates natural law, but in the sense that it denies the existence of natural law in the first place. S/M performs social power as both contingent and constitutive, as sanctioned neither by fate nor by God, but by social convention and invention, and thus as open to historical change.
Consensual S/M insists on exhibiting the "primitive" (slave, baby, woman) as a character in the historical time of modernity. S/M stages the "primitive irrational" as a dramatic script, a communal performance in the heart of Western reason. The paraphernalia of S/M (boots, whips, chains, uniforms) are the paraphernalia of state power, public punishment converted to private pleasure. S/M plays social power backward, visibly staging hierarchy, difference and power, the irrational, ecstasy, and the alienation of the body as being at the center of Western reason, thus revealing the imperial logic of individualism, but also irreverently refusing it as fate. S/M manipulates the signs of power in order to refuse their legitimacy as nature. Hence the unstinting severity of the law in policing commercial S/M. Amber can call on the services of a couple of "submissive" girls who themselves enjoy being beaten, to service the needs of the few "dominant" men who want to dish it out rather than take it, but the majority of her clients come and pay a lot of money in order to submit, to relinquish themselves, to suffer. 24 Who are these men? "Proper gentlemen who know how to behave." Amber's regulars include "solicitors, Harley Street doctors, senior police officers, business executives and churchmen. They come to be punished, humiliated, frightened and tormented to the limits of their endurance." 25 Kelly, an Australian B&D specialist, claims her clients are "mostly businessmen, middle-age upwards. They were all well dressed, you wouldn't pick them in the street, they could be your boss at work. B&D seems to attract that kind of clientele, as though people in authority want that taken away from them. " looking over the kitchen-door, I saw the good man, disrobed of his clothes and wig, and dressed in a mob cap, a tattered bedgown, and an old pettycoat belonging to the cook, as busy in washing the dishes as if this employment had been the source of his daily bread-but this was not all; for while he was thus occupied, the mantua-maker on one side, and the cook on the other, were belabouring him with dish-clouts; he continuing to make a thousand excuses for his awkwardness and promising to do the business better on a future occasion. What are we to make of these rituals, belonging as they do in the realm of the fetish? In their secret society of the spectacle, male "slaves" enact with compulsive repetition the forbidden knowledge of the power of women. In cultures where women are the childraisers, an infant's first identification is with the culture of femininity, which enters the child's identity as its first structuring principle. But in these same societies, boys are tasked with identifying away from women, that is, away from a founding dimension of their own identity, toward an often abstracted and remote masculinity-identity, that is, not through recognition, but through negation. Masculinity thus comes into being through the ritualized disavowal of the feminine, predicated on a host of male rites of negation. Nonetheless, identification with the culture of women survives in secret rites, taboo and full of shame.
Nothing to Use but Your Chains
By cross-dressing as women or as maids, by paying to do "women's work," or by ritually worshiping dominas as socially powerful, the male "slave" relishes the forbidden feminine aspects of his own identity, furtively recalling the childhood image of female power and the memory of maternity, banished by social shame to the museum of masturbation.
In Freudian psychoanalysis, as in Western culture at large, male identification with the mother figure is seen as pathological, perverse, the source of arrest, fixation, and hysteria, rather than as an inevitable aspect of any child's identity. For Freud, the mother is seen as an object the child must try to possess and control, rather than a social ideal with whom to identify. For boys, active identification is allowed only with men, thus complex, dynamic patterns of identity are split into two distinct gendered categories. For men, the disjunction between women as object-choice, and women as desirable to identify with, is split and unresolved, policed by social shame and stigma. The domestic fetish also brings into crisis the historic separation of the "male" sphere of the market, and the "female" sphere of the home. By paying handsomely to perform household services that wives are expected to perform for free, male "slaves" stage, as outrageous display, the social contradiction between women's paid work and women's unpaid work in the home. If the middle-class cult of domesticity disavowed the economic value of housework, and exalted the home as the space for the elaborate display of leisure and consumption, domestic S/M does the opposite. In the ritual exchange of cash and the reversal of gender roles, domestic S/M stages women's work as having both exhibition and economic value. The social disavowal and undervaluation of domestic work are reversed in the extravagant overvaluation of women's dirty work, and the remuneration of women for the supervision of men's labor.
The domestic-slave fetish-inhabiting as it does the threshold between private and public, marriage and market-embodies the trace of both historical and personal memory, exhibiting, without resolution, the social contradiction between the historical disavowal of women's labor, and the personal memory of women's power. Male "slaves" throw into question the liberal separation of private and public, insisting on exhibiting women's work, women's value in the home: that space putatively beyond both slave labor and the market economy. Exhibiting their "filth" as value, they give the lie to the disavowal of women's work and the middle-class denunciation of sexual and domestic "dirt." At the same time, however, the slave-band brings into the bourgeois home the memory of empire: the clanking of chains and the crack of the whip. The fetish slave-band-mimicking the metal collars worn by black slaves in the homes of the imperial bourgeoisie-enacts the history of industrial capital as haunted by the traumatic and ineradicable memory of slave imperialism.
Male TV (transvestite) "slavery" thus veers between nostalgia for female power-embodied in the awful spectacle of the whip-wielding domina; and the ritual negation of female power-embodied in the feminized male "slave" as the nadir of self-abasement. In the process, however, the spectacle of the male "slave" on his hands and knees, naked as a newt and scrubbing the kitchen floor, throws radically into question "Nature's" edict that differences in gender entail natural divisions of labor. you like to give all tastes a share in your magazine, but the portion given to those interested in men that are feminised is way over the top."40 Many "slaves" retain their male persona and perform domestic work as an elaborate reversal of gender agency, but not of gender identity. It is therefore important to stress that S/M does not constitute a single subculture, but rather comprises a cluster of circulating genres, some of which are distinct, some of which overlap. In S/M, social identities shift libidinously. In her ground-breaking book, Vested Interests, Marjorie Garber invites us to take transvestites on their own terms, not as one sex or gender, but as the enactment of ambiguity itself: not even so much a "blurred sex," as the embodiment and performance of social contradiction.41 She contends that the "specter of transvestism" throws into question the very notion of a fixed and stable identity, challenging any easy binarity of "female" and "male." The crossdresser represents the "crisis of category itself." Garber thus sets herself against the "progress narrative" theory of cross-dressing, which attempts to uncover a "real" desired identity, either "male" or "female" beneath the transvestite mask. Rather, the transvestite is the figure that inhabits the borderland where oppositions are permanently disarranged.
Cross-dressing celebrates the peculiar freedoms of ambiguity, rather than the fixity of one identity. For many, the allure of transvestism is not the transformation of man-to-woman, or woman-to-man, but the subversive parade of man-as-woman, woman-as-man. Cross-dressers often desire not the security of a perfect imitation, but rather the delicious impersonation that belies complete disguise: the hairy leg in the lace suspender, the bald pate in the bonnet. The dirt fetish embodies the traces of both personal and historical memory. Dirt may recall, as personal memory, punishment during toilet training for being out of control-of ones feces, one's urine, one's erection and ejaculation, one's wandering, desirous fingers. Fecal dirt smeared by children on themselves, their walls, their cots, or their siblings can embody a variety of inchoate passions: rage, curiosity, an attempt to reach out and influence the world, frustration, and loneliness. If unaccountably pun-ished for such acts, the emotion may be arrested, destined to recur compulsively for ritualistic reenactment. In the dirt fetish, the fetishist takes control of perilous memory, playing memory backward, in an excess of desire, and disarranging the social compact between sexual transgression and dirt. If fetishists, as children, were punished for being out of control of their "dirt," in the rebellious circus of fetishism they reenact, in reverse, an excess of control over "dirt." If, as children, an obscure logic of parental rebuke equated erotic pleasure with "filth" and "smut," meriting swift retribution, then, as adults, the S/Mers invert the logic, equating dirt with an exquisite excess of erotic pleasure, reenacting "toilet training" in an exhibitionist parody of the domestic economy of pleasure and power.
S/M also embodies a historical memory trace. Since the nineteenth century, the subculture of S/M has been denounced by reference to the bestiary and the iconography of "filth." But nothing is inherently dirty; dirt expresses a relation to social value and social disorder. Dirt, as Mary Douglas suggests, is that which transgresses social boundary. A broom in a kitchen closet is not "dirty," whereas lying on a bed it is. Sex with one's spouse is not "dirty," whereas the same act with a prostitute is. Boxing is not "dirty," but S/M is.
During the nineteenth century, the iconography of "dirt" became deeply integrated into the policing and transgression of social boundary. In Victorian culture, the bodily relation to "dirt" expressed a social relation to labor. The male middle-class-seeking to dismantle the aristocratic body and the aristocratic regime of legitimacy-came to distinguish itself as a class in two ways: it earned its living (unlike the aristocracy), and it owned property (unlike the working class). Unlike the working class, however, its members, especially its female members, could not bear on their bodies the visible evidence of manual labor. Dirt was a Victorian scandal, because it was the surplus evidence of manual labor, the visible residue that stubbornly remained after the process of industrial rationality had done its work. Dirt is the counterpart of the commodity; something is dirty precisely because it is void of commercial value, or because it transgresses the "normal" commercial market. Dirt is what is left over after exchange value has been extracted. Dirt is by definition useless, since it is that which belongs outside the commodity market.
If, as Marx noted, commodity fetishism exhibits the overvaluation of commercial exchange as the fundamental principle of social community, then the Victorian obsession with dirt marks a dialectic: the fetishized undervaluation of human labor. Smeared on trousers, faces, hands, and aprons, dirt was the memory trace of working-class and female labor, unseemly evidence that the production of industrial and imperial wealth lay fundamentally in the hands and bodies of the working class, women, and the colonized. In this way, dirt, like all fetishes, expresses a crisis in value, for it contradicts the liberal dictum that social wealth is created by the abstract, rational principles of the market, and not by labor. For this reason, Victorian dirt entered the symbolic realm of fetishism with great force.
As the nineteenth century drew on, the iconography of dirt became a poetics of surveillance, deployed increasingly to police the boundaries between "normal" sexuality and "dirty" sexuality, "normal" work and "dirty" work, "normal" money and "dirty" money. "Dirty" sex-masturbation, prostitution, lesbian and gay sexuality, S/M, the host of Victorian "perversions"-transgressed the libidinal economy of male-controlled, heterosexual reproduction within monogamous marital relations (clean sex which has value). Likewise, "dirty" money-associated with prostitutes, Jews, gamblers, thieves-transgressed the fiscal economy of the male-dominated market exchange (clean money which has value). Prostitutes stood on the dangerous threshold of work, money, and sexuality, and came to be figured increasingly in the iconography of "pollution," "disorder," "plagues," "moral contagion," and racial "filth. The "naughty husband" fantasy appears frequently, in which callous men are punished for domestic infringements. A STRICT BOTTOM SMACK-ING WIFE writes: "A little wifely discipline is often necessary. I am sure that many wives have often felt like turning a misbehaving young husband over a knee and smacking his bottom!-the thing is to do it."55 "I am a firm believer," writes another "wife," "in petticoating and nursery treatment as a means of reminding a troublesome husband that he is still subject to maternal rule."56 Perhaps in these expiation rituals, men pay not only to surrender gender responsibility, or to gain control over perilous memories, but also to be symbolically "absolved" of guilt for the everyday abuse of women-only to resume their authority once more as they return restored from babyland. As Gebhard suggests, "The masochist has a nice guilt relieving system-he gets his punishment simultaneously with his sexual pleasure or else is entitled to his pleasure by first enduring the punishment."57 Moreover, the "feminist" utopia exalted by these men is a paradise arranged and organized for male pleasure. In the private security of fantasy, men can indulge secretly and guiltily their knowledge of women's power, while enclosing female power in a fantasy land that lies far beyond the cities and towns of genuine feminist change.
Criminal Justice: The Policing of S/M On 28 January 1987, at the height of the celebrated trial of Madame Cyn Payne, Sergeant David Broadwell dragged into court a large, clear, plastic bag and exposed to the titillated courtroom the taboo paraphernalia of S/M: whips, belts, chains, a dog collar, and assorted sticks and leather items.58 For days, police and witnesses described the "naughtinesses" at Payne's party: spankings, lesbian shows, elderly gentlemen cross-dressed in women's evening clothes, policemen in drag, and lawyers, businessmen, and even a Peer of the Realm waiting in queues on the stairs for sex.
The sex trial, conducted in a blaze of publicity, exposes its own structuring paradox, staging in public, as a vicarious spectacle, that which it renders criminally deviant outside the juridical domain. Ordering the unspeakable to be spoken in public, the sex trial takes shape around the very fetishism it sets itself to isolate and punish. Through the prostitution trial, transgressions in the distribution of money, pleasure, and power are isolated as crimes, and are then performed again in the theatrical ceremony of the trial as confession. The judiciary is a system of ordered procedures for the production of "Truth." It is also a system for disqualifying alternative discourses: the disenfranchised, feminists, prostitutes, fetishists. By being obliged to speak "forensically" in the courtroom about their illicit activities, prostitutes rehearse, as spectacle, the taboo body of the woman who receives money for sex. The more she speaks of her actions in public, however, the more she incriminates herself. But in its obsessive display of "dirty" pictures, filmed evidence, confessions, and exhibits, the sex trial reveals itself as deployed about the archival exhibition of the fetish. Under his purple robes, the judge has an erection.
The sex trial and the flagellation scene mirror each other in a common liturgy. There is, first of all, the Chamber. In the trial, this is the Court; in S/M it is the Vault, the Dungeon, or the Schoolroom. The first rite is exposure-in the trial, the accused is exposed before the crowd; in the flagellant scene, the "slave's" buttocks are bared. The Judge, like the Dominatrix, is theatrically costumed, while the judge's wig, like the prostitute's wig, guarantees the separation between self and body, and thereby the "impartiality" of the trial. Both Judge and Dominatrix are paid money to exercise the right-to-punish, while fetish elements are common to both: theatrical costumery, stage, gavels, whips, handcuffs. The second rite is restraint-the accused is penned in the dock, the "slave" is tied, or bent over the block. The third element is the charge, for which it is also necessary that there be spectators, voyeurism being an indispensable element in both scenes. Next, it is crucial that both accused and "slave" participate verbally in their trial, in the plea, the interrogation, denials, and confession. taken effect as a series of ostentatious mutilations of the criminal's fleshfloggings, brandings, beheadings, flayings, quarterings, and so on. Punishment now lay in the visible representations of an abstract, bureaucratic power, which took effect as a series of ritual restraints-detention, incarceration, regulation, restraining, restrictions, fines, and, in some cases, rationalized and limited corporal punishment. An array of techniques was devised for adjusting punishment to the new social body, and a host of new principles were laid down for refining the art of punishing.66 In the hands of an elite bureaucracy, punishment became legitimated, not as personal revenge, but as civic prevention. Punishment became the rationally calculated, causal effect of the crime, and the administrators of punishment were figured as no more than the dispassionate ministrants of rational law.
Penal reform, as Foucault sees it, had the centrifugal effect of multiplying and dispersing punishment as an "art of affects": the penalty must have its most intense effects on those who have not committed the crime.67 The link between crime and punishment must be publicly seen to coincide causally with the operation of rationally administered Truth. The Enlightenment technology of punishment thus had two aims in view: to get all citizens to participate in the "contractual" punishment of the social enemy, and to render the power to punish "entirely adequate and transparent to the laws that publicly define it."68 Punishments became less ritual marks violently gouged into the flesh than tableaux vivants designed to be witnessed by the general public as representative of the mechanics of natural law.
Under this regime, schools came to serve as miniature penal mechanisms, with forms of discipline borrowed directly from the juridical model: solitary confinement, flagellation, petty humiliations, and an extravagant attention to rule. Public mortification was meted out according to a theatrical liturgy of floggings, restraints, and deprivations, with the undeviating precision of machinery.
The scandal of S/M, however, is that it borrows directly from the juridical model, while radically disarranging the right-to-punish. S/M stages the right-to-punish, not for the civic prevention of crime, but for pleasure, parading a scrupulous fidelity to the scene and costumery of the penal model, while at the same time interfering directly with the rules of agency. Hence the intolerable affront embodied in the dominatrix and her client. How can punishment be established in the minds of the public as a logical calculus of criminal cause and penal effect-the rational execution of Truth-if members of the general public can take up, on whim, the birch, the rod, the handcuffs, the whipping block, and declare sentence not for the prevention of crime, but for the delirious excess of pleasure? For it is as subversive of the modern penal economy to enjoy a punishment without having first committed a crime, as it is to commit an unpunished crime.
Hence the unstinting severity of the law in policing consensual S/M. Penal reform, despite its egalitarian, civic-minded cast, placed the restricted exercise of the penal right in the hands of a few elect institutions and a few elect actors: judges, prison wardens, schoolteachers, army courts, and parents, as proxies of natural law. Whatever else changed, however, punishment remained a male right: the judge, the jury, the prison governor, and the executioner were, until very recently, all men. Wives of elite men might punish slaves, servants, and children, but only as proxies of male law. While such emotions may be unrepresentative, they cannot be wholly dismissed.
An important theoretical distinction therefore needs to be made between reciprocal S/M for mutual pleasure, and consensual S/M organized as a commercial exchange. Whatever else it is, commercial S/M is a labor issue. While all S/M is deeply stigmatized and violently policed, the criminalizing of sex work places dominas under particular pressure. Sex workers argue that the current laws punish rather than protect them. In Britain, if a domina shares a flat with a friend, she can be convicted for running a brothel. If she pays toward the rent or upkeep of her flat, her friend can be convicted for living off immoral earnings. Yet working alone can be fatal. Moreover, where sex work is a crime, a domina cannot seek police or legal aid if she is raped, battered, or robbed. Clients know this, so commercial S/M's theater of risk can, at times, become risky indeed, losing some of the collective safeguards that characterize much reciprocal S/M. Nonetheless, sex workers insist that it is not S/M or the exchange of cash that endangers them, but the laws and the context under which the exchange is made. Whatever else it does, commercial S/M throws into question the myth of all sex workers as unambiguous victims. Dominas, like all sex workers, are thus calling internationally for the decriminalization of their profession, so that they can collectively organize to transform the trade to meet their own needs.90
On its own, then, S/M does not escape its paradoxes. Within its magic circle, social and personal contradictions can be deployed or negotiated, but need not be finally resolved, for the sources and ends of these paradoxes lie beyond the individual, even though they may be lived with exquisite intensity in the flesh. S/M thus brings to its conceptual limit the libertarian promise that individual agency alone can suffice to resolve social dilemmas. In order to understand more fully the myriad meanings of S/M, it is necessary to understand the social cultures from which it takes its multiple shapes, and against which it sets itself in stubborn refusal. The subculture of collective fetishism is an arena of contestation and negotiation, which does not teach simple lessons in power and domination.
Notes

